Introduction
After the World Trade Center attacks on September 11, 2001 ("9/11"), American public opinion understandably disfavored talk of negotiating with perceived enemies of the state. In this context, President Barack Obama's 2008 campaign was criticized for its stated choice to engage Iran directly and to meet its president without preconditions.
1 Thus, it became politically advantageous to appear tough with Tehran; 2 the harrowing events of the Iran Hostage Crisis in the not-so-distant past added fuel to the fire. 3 However, the ultimate question of how the world's only 2 Id. Senator John McCain, for example, in his 2012 campaign bid for the American presidency insisted that he would not engage with Iran directly. Instead, he favored a coalition approach outside the United Nations, as he knew well that Russia and China would likely block efforts by the United States to push economic and military sanctions against Iran through the Security Council's Article 41 mechanism. ("The Security Council may decide what measures not involving the use of armed force are to be employed to give effect to its decisions, and it may call upon the Members of the United Nations to apply such measures. These may include complete or partial interruption of economic relations and of rail, sea, air, postal, telegraphic, radio, and other means of communication, and the severance of diplomatic relations."). UN Charter, art. 41. 3 The crisis was precipitated by American support for a 1953 coup in favor of the Western-friendly Shah Mohammad Reza Pahlavi over Mohammad Mossadeq and the United States' refusal to hand over remaining superpower may legitimately challenge Iran's nuclear pursuits in accordance with international law must not be affected by changing political winds or by a Hollywood director's choice of anti-American depictions. 4 Thus, this Article first reviews U.S.-Iranian diplomatic history and principles of international law governing the use of force; to American eyes, Iran appears as a bulimic man 5 with plenty of posturing though indeterminate intentions and nuclear weapon capabilities. Next, the Article looks to lessons learned from dealing with such "rogue" states 6 4 The recent Hollywood film Argo, for example, depicts Iranian revolutionaries' hateful attacks on the U.S. Embassy and the desperate effort of a U.S.-Canadian venture to evacuate six Americans. These hate-filled images might encourage brinksmanship at a time when diplomacy and understanding are most needed. Official website: http://argothemovie.warnerbros.com. 5 I use the term "bulimic man" as a twist on the classic fat and thin man scenarios to describe the situation where an attacker might -but might not -be able to definitively wreak havoc upon us, and whose intentions escape our detection, and similarly might vacillate; in effect, his "appetite" for destruction is variable. Professor Carter describes a "thin man" dilemma as one where a thin man is falling towards our boat, certainly meaning us harm, though will probably miss us and not accomplish his aim presently. The question posed is whether we should aim to disable him even though rules of anticipatory self-defense would not justify our doing so because he does not clearly pose an imminent threat. And separately, should we attack him later even though he might have changed his mind and no longer intends us harm? Stephen L. Carter, The Iraq War, the Next War, and the Future of the Fat Man, 64 STAN. L. REV. 46 (Jan. 16, 2012) . A "fat man" dilemma, by contrast, refers to the situation where a fat man is falling towards us and is certain to harm us, though we do not know if he actually intends us any harm; however, we can choose to disable him now. 6 The ( challenging the "rogue" title by describing: 1) Iran's strengthened regional economic ties based on its prominence within the energy industry; 2) its nuclear strategy as rational rather than rogue as it can rely on support from China and Russia in the Security Council and also does not view America's imminent use of military force to resolve the nuclear standoff as a serious threat because air strikes are not a plausible solution and tactical nuclear strikes would be disproportionate to the threat posed and subject the United States to far-reaching consequences; 3) Iran's lack of support for al-Qaeda as it allegedly prosecuted three thousand of its members and has little connection to their Saudi or Sunni base that persecutes Iraqi Shi'ites, Iran being a predominantly Shi'ite nation; and 4) that America should therefore revise its estimates of Iran based on its rational and predictable behavior). 7 See Amit K. Chhabra, Autumnal Rage: Playing With Islamic Fire, 34 U.PENN. J. INT'L L. 389 (2013) (concluding that Obama's first term in office has generally been characterized by respect for national security interests.
8 Finally, the Article suggests an alternative negotiation route. After decades of frayed diplomatic relations between the United States and Iran, the same-old strategies will predictably lead to only more frustration and continued deadlock. In this regard, the P5+1 9 should consider offering Iran the option of withdrawing from the NPT entirely or adhering to an NPT side letter that recognizes its nuclear weapons ambitions by enabling it to become a nuclear-capable state. Such a gesture of even-handedness has the collateral benefit of further revealing the parties' intentions and improving regional peace and security.
I. Background

A. U.S.-Iran Diplomatic History
Efforts 13 Id. 14 The lesson of confronting Iran during the 444-day ordeal is instructive for the current face-off on potential nuclear weapons development. Then as now, a weaker power seeks to use what leverage it has to force a principle upon a much more powerful opponent. In 1979, the principle was that the U.S. should stay out of Iran's domestic affairs, which it had violated by staging the coup against Mossadeq. Additionally, the United States refused to hand over the shah who was visiting for medical treatment. An analysis of negotiation strategies during that time shows that an interests-based approach was more effective than a rights-based one, and that hard, power-based bargaining was more effective than soft, concession-based bargaining. Karen 21 Tehran's construction of gas centrifuge-based uranium enrichment facilities can be problematic as they are used to enrich uranium by spinning uranium hexafluoride gas in order to increase the concentration of the uranium-235 isotope. The ensuing low-enriched uranium ("LEU") is useful for nuclear power reactors, though highly enriched uranium ("HEU") can be used for nuclear power reactors or as one of two possible types of fissile materials in nuclear weapons. Iran also has a uraniumconversion facility, which can produce uranium hexafluoride from uranium oxide. Additionally, Iran's construction of a heavy water reactor in Arak can be used to produce both medical isotopes and plutonium that is useful for nuclear weapons if it is separated from the spent fuel via "reprocessing"; Iran claims it will not do so. PAUL K. KERR, CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE, IRAN'S NUCLEAR PROGRAM: TEHRAN'S COMPLIANCE WITH INTERNATIONAL OBLIGATIONS (September 18, 2012). 22 Id. 23 Using its Article 41 powers through Resolution 1737, the Security Council placed economic sanctions on Iran due to its previous failure to halt undisclosed uranium enrichment, demanded that such enrichment stop and that other UN member states not supply Iran with any materials that would contribute to nuclear weapons development, and froze the assets of some persons and entities supporting Iran's nuclear proliferation. that Resolutions 1737 and 1747 merely had the effect of stating "we won't help" in Iran's creation of nuclear weapons, rather than "stop, or else" as they only limit trade in nuclear technology with Iran and impose a limited asset freeze; and in any case, the fact that the Iranian regime's motivations include martyrdom ideology and religion imply that it would be wiling to accept greater costs than a nation obligations under the NPT; they go much further due to IAEA inspections and suspicions. In an apparent effort to appease some of these concerns, Iran signed -though did not ratify -the NPT Additional Protocol that provides IAEA inspectors with greater authority to access nuclear production sites and that requires Iran to more comprehensively declare its nuclear activities. 25 However, Iran revoked the Additional Protocol in 2006 and informed the IAEA the next year that it would not comply with a provision in its Safeguard Agreement 26 requiring it to provide design information for new nuclear facilities as soon as the decision had been made to build them; rather, it preferred to provide this information one hundred and eighty days before introducing nuclear material. 27 On this basis, Iran has refused to update design information on its heavy water reactor in Arak and another intended reactor at Darkhovin, and it justifies its failure to previously notify the IAEA of its gas centrifuge uranium enrichment facility called the Fordow facility.
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B.
American Perspective President George Washington's Farewell Address reveals a good deal about the philosophical underpinnings of our foreign policy. As he counseled to ensure the "permanency of [o]ur felicity as a people," 29 America should "[o]bserve good faith and justice towards all nations; cultivate peace and harmony with all; [i]t will be worthy of a free, enlightened, and… great nation, to give to mankind the magnanimous and too novel example of a people always guided by an exalted justice and benevolence."
30 With these concepts of justice in mind, the early American republic made a genuine attempt to hold its citizens accountable to nonAmericans through the Alien Tort Claims Act. 31 concerned with an economic calculation alone Applying Washington's prescription to the situation at hand with Iran, we observe good intentions on the surface by the Obama Administration which faces a unique quandary, one that the author terms a bulimic man dilemma. 32 We cannot definitively discern Iran's, perhaps, vacillating intentions. Iran's ability to actually harm us is similarly in flux, in our view, as we are unclear whether it has actually acquired the ability to develop tactical or strategic nuclear weapons, to quickly assemble them, or to conceal them. Moreover, it is not clear that Iran intends us any harm at all, only that it has asserted its rights to peaceful use of nuclear technology as a signatory of the NPT 33 and that it uses provocative language in asserting these rights. Mere threats, of course, are generally considered to be non-actionable. In this regard, Iran does not present an imminent threat of attack. Indeed, any concern that we might have asserted with respect to Iranian nuclear proliferation has arguably weakened due to revised Israeli intelligence estimates that Iran will develop its first nuclear weapons in 2015 or 2016, rather than in 2013. 34 Thus, it would appear that we do not have a right to bomb Iran in the same manner as we hunted Al Qaeda operatives and Osama bin Laden to bring them to justice in response to their confessed commissions of -and conspiracy to commit -positive acts of terrorism. 35 Additionally, a pre-emptive strike is unjustified as there is no evidence that Iran plans an imminent attack or that it even possesses a single nuclear weapon. The most genuine offer possible in keeping with 32 See discussion supra note 5. 33 In 1970, Iran became a party to the NPT. ("[A]ll Parties to the Treaty are entitled to participate in the fullest possible exchange of scientific information for, and to contribute alone or in co-operation with other States to, the further development of the applications of atomic energy for peaceful purposes"), Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons, pmbl., July 1, 1968, available at http://www.un.org/en/conf/npt/2005/npttreaty.html [hereinafter NPT]. Moreover, "the benefits of peaceful applications of nuclear technology, including any technological by-products which may be derived by nuclear-weapon States from the development of nuclear explosive devices, should be available for peaceful purposes to all Parties to the Treaty, whether nuclear-weapon or non-nuclearweapon States." Id. Additionally, "[n]othing in this Treaty shall be interpreted as affecting the inalienable right of all the Parties to the Treaty to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes without discrimination and in conformity with Articles I and II of this Treaty." Id. at art. 4, ¶ 1. 34 35 A charge of "crimes of terrorism" was developed in New York State shortly after 9/11. Additionally, New York case law differentiates acts of terror from gang violence even though both might arguably be driven by a desire to inflict a campaign of intimidation. Sean K. Driscoll, Are All Terrorizers "Terrorists"?, HARV. NAT'L SEC. J. (Feb. 7, 2013) . Similarly, a foreign state that has been intransigent for many years with respect to its development of nuclear weapons should not now be treated differently than before the war on terror began.
Washington's advice would be to engage Iran without preconditions. 36 However, in the nuclear context a misjudgment can be fatal. 37 Must we await a devastating attack by nuclear Iran on the United States or its allies before we act? By then, of course, it might be too late for us to weigh options. Some contend that Iran's strategy is to prolong negotiations and delay more thorough inspections while it simultaneously continues to develop nuclear weapons. 38 Additionally, others completely disagree with the predictions of Iran's capabilities. For example, an Iranian defector named Mohammad Reza Heydari has indicated that if it is not stopped, Iran will develop a nuclear bomb within a year, will not hesitate to use it against Israel or other enemies, and views nuclear weapons development as a deterrent to western meddling, consistent with its apocalyptic religious beliefs. 39 In light of Iraq's similar boasting of its abilities, the United States under President George W. Bush wanted certainty that weapons of mass destructions did not exist even though U.N. weapons inspectors insisted they did not. 40 Whether President Obama will demand the same of Iran remains to be seen, though it is unlikely if his first term is any indication. Rather, he will continue to act in accordance with international law and continue the diplomacy route of holding talks and encouraging allies that listen to impose Libya-style multilateral sanctions to persuade Iran that nuclear weapons are not in their long-term interest. . 41 This worked in the case of Libya, which asserted that it was better off without nuclear weapons in light of multilateral sanctions, the need for investments in the oil and gas industry, and the threat of force. 
C. Iranian Reception to Western Overtures
In its turn, Iran interprets current American efforts as a continuation of American policies aimed at preventing it from dealing with its own affairs. In this context, that means deciding itself whether it wants nuclear technology for peaceful uses alone or for nuclear weapons, just as Western nations, India, Pakistan, and North Korea did. Without more than a simple call for talks or demands that Iran stop enriching, this is understandable in light of the reasons for the Iran Hostage Crisis. From Iran's perspective, the U.S. is the same imperialist power that interfered to stage the 1953 coup.
The NPT requires its nuclear weapons members to share their nuclear technology for peaceful purposes with NPT non-nuclear weapons member states "on a nondiscriminatory basis." 42 In exchange for taking advantage of the technology-sharing aspects of the NPT, Iran thus has responsibilities to the NPT community. These include a duty to accept safeguards spelled out in a safeguard agreement with the IAEA. 43 The IAEA seeks to verify the fulfillment of Iran's obligations to disclose all nuclear activities in order "to prevent the diversion of nuclear energy from peaceful uses to nuclear weapons or other nuclear explosive devices." 44 The IAEA's demands for safeguards change over time in response to its ongoing site inspection findings. Specifically, the IAEA is concerned that Iran might be diverting its nuclear energy system from peaceful purposes to nuclear weapons. In response, Iran has expressed concern that resolving this issue would unduly require it to provide access to sensitive military information.
Following the Obama-Biden 2008 election campaign's rhetoric and buoyed by a 2012 re-election, Vice President Joe Biden extended a peace offering to Iran by declaring his willingness to engage in direct nuclear talks. He emphasized that talks for talk's sake were not good enough; rather, 42 NPT, supra note 33, at art. 5(such powers shall "take appropriate measures to ensure that, in accordance with this Treaty, under appropriate international observation and through appropriate international procedures, potential benefits from any peaceful applications of nuclear explosions will be made available to non-nuclear-weapon States Party to the Treaty on a non-discriminatory basis and that the charge to such Parties for the explosive devices used will be as low as possible and exclude any charge for research and development."). 43 Iran's safeguards agreement provides among other things that an exemption is allowed for special fissionable material of no more than one kilogram, and it also spells out the purposes and frequency of IAEA inspections. they must be real and tangible. 45 However, Iran's spiritual leader Ayatollah Ali Khamenei rebuked this offer by declaring talks as deceptive if they are used "as a tactic, a gesture of superpower." 46 Iranian President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad affirmed this response. 47 Prospects for an agreement still appeared to be possible at the P5+1 summit on February 26. As those talks also did not yield tangible gains, the claim that Iran's strategy is merely to stall while attaining nuclear weapon capability may now gain hold. 48 With sanctions 49 on Iran tightened on February 6 so as to limit its trade with third countries to only bartering, America's hope was that continued multilateral pressure would convince the Iranian leadership to take part seriously in those discussions and concede something tangible and meaningful. 50 However, some posit that this stance is problematic, as they believe that no degree or extent of sanctions can convince Iran to comply because it is not developing -and has little incentive to develop -nuclear weapons.
Agreement Between Iran and the International Atomic Energy Agency for the Application of Safeguards in Connection With the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear
51 By this interpretation, the Iranian leadership interprets all offers as insults to its right to develop nuclear technology as envisioned by the NPT, with nothing that it can offer to the IAEA and still save face. Specifically, Iran's demand that the United States show it respect indicates that it wants its own assertion that it has no nuclear weapon ambitions to be accepted without anything more, including a broadened IAEA mandate. From the P5+1 perspective, this is suspect as Iran has allowed IAEA inspectors in the past. Iran's current demand for respect indicates that it has something to hide.
In rejecting talks with the United States at this time, Iran might not be turning its back definitively. Rather, this can be interpreted as a form of preliminary clarification necessitated by "irreconcilable demands" 52 emanating from the NPT's requirement of IAEA-led safeguards. 53 Specifically, Iran wants international recognition of its right to enrich uranium and for related sanctions to be removed. Consistent with this desire, Iran's Mission to the United Nations has indicated its full commitment to the NPT and to cooperating with the IAEA. 54 On the other hand, the P5+1 have demanded that Iran take measures beyond those called for by the NPT. 55 These measures include: implementing the NPT's Additional Protocol which enables inspections by the IAEA at military visits; making its nuclear program more transparent; requiring it to respond to inquiries by the IAEA concerning potential military uses of Iran's nuclear activities; limiting uranium enrichment to 20% of capacity; and either converting uranium stockpiles to fuel rods or exporting them if they are not immediately consumed.
There is also a possibility that there is no hope at all. If Iran views the development of nuclear weapons as essential to its national security, then little can be expected from further talks. Along these lines, Professor Westwood points out that the lesson of North Korea might be that "the army eats first….
[t]he nuclear program eats first. Countries will give up issues they are not particularly serious about, but they will not give up their core ambitions." 56 This leads to an interesting query, namely, why should we expect any nation to not be interested in pursuing nuclear weapons, including research on their development if for no other reason than that it might need to develop such weapons in the future? Why should some nations have a monopoly over this knowledge, in the absence of nuclear weapons technology-sharing? From this perspective, the P5+1 expectation that Iran completely eliminate its ability to develop nuclear weapons appears unrealistic and unlikely to lead to a solution. On the other hand, the P5+1 perspective is motivated by the very real allegations of Iranian support for various acts of terrorism.
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II. Responsibilities Under International Law
A. State Sovereignty and the Use of Force
The NPT re-affirms the United Nations Charter's general proscription on the use of unilateral force, except in the face of an imminent attack 58 or where the Security Council has expressed its willingness to authorize force due to a "threat to the peace, breach of the peace, or act of aggression." 59 The purpose of these rules is to respect each nation's interest in maintaining political independence and uncontested sovereignty in its territory.
Moreover, international peace and security are to be obtained and maintained without the use of force where possible; thus, all negotiations should be exhausted before force is even considered. 60 To this end, states must also refrain from threatening to use force. This stipulation supports the principle that "tough talk" might do more harm than good and can obfuscate true -and potentially good -intentions. Of course, this perspective is based on notions of conventional war, in which a responsive 57 See discussion supra in I.A. 58 NPT, supra note 33, at pmbl ("in accordance with the Charter of the United Nations, States must refrain in their international relations from the threat or use of force against the territorial integrity or political independence of any State, or in any other manner inconsistent with the Purposes of the United Nations, and that the establishment and maintenance of international peace and security are to be promoted with the least diversion for armaments of the world's human and economic resources"); see also U.N. Charter art. 51 ("Nothing in the present Charter shall impair the inherent right of individual or collective self-defence (sic.) if an armed attack occurs against a Member of the United Nations, until the Security Council has taken measures necessary to maintain international peace and security."). strike is possible. As pointed out supra, 61 a nuclear strike might not allow the luxury of a response if our capacity to respond is itself annihilated.
In the case of Iran, the acquisition or development of nuclear weapons might be unpopular in world opinion, especially among members of the "nuclear club"
62 that wish to limit nuclear proliferation. This was similarly the case when India, Pakistan, and North Korea conducted nuclear tests, though does not justify the use of force. There has been no armed attack, and thus self-defense cannot be invoked; additionally, the Security Council has not authorized any action based on an act of aggression.
B. A Responsibility to Engage
As Iran and the P5+1 are parties to the NPT, they are obligated to pursue good faith negotiations in order to stop the nuclear arms race and to encourage further disarmament. 63 In essence, each NPT member has a duty to keep the peace within the nuclear world. Inherent in this duty -as in all contractual undertakings -is a requirement to not frustrate the essence of the agreement. Thus, if one party suspects that a certain proposal can resolve matters, then it should propose it of its own will and not await another party's initiative in doing so. In any case, no nation should at all discuss the prospect of military strikes to enforce IAEA-prescribed safeguards if it suspects that a solution may be acceptable to all; doing so would be tantamount to a failure to deal honestly.
C. Lessons Learned
One positive sign that the "nuclear club" -and especially the United States and Russia -have emerged from their Cold War mentality with a determination to put concepts such as Mutually Assured Destruction 61 See the discussion in I.C. 62 In addition to the first five nations to successfully test nuclear bombs -the United States, Russia, Britain, France and China -several other nations have joined: India, Pakistan and North Korea. See Kathleen Sutcliffe, The Growing Nuclear Club, COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS BACKGROUNDER (November 17, 2006), available at http://www.cfr.org/proliferation/growing-nuclear-club/p12050. 63 NPT, supra note 33, at 6 ("[e]ach of the Parties to the Treaty undertakes to pursue negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament, and on a treaty on general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control.").
("MAD") behind them appears in negotiations expected this year concerning tactical nuclear warheads ("TNW"). 64 As part of the capitalism versus communism ideological divide, the United States and the Soviet Union stockpiled thousands of nuclear weapons during the Cold War, 65 including TNWs, and are now concerned about ethical and moral issues inherent in using these on a military battlefield. By contrast, strategic nuclear weapons ("SNWs") are not meant to be used on a battlefield but rather to be used, if at all, as a symbolic demonstration of political resolve. New START 66 was signed in 2010 as an arms reduction treaty between Russia and the United States aimed at reducing SNWs, though not TNWs or stockpiled SNWs; however, it does continue the existing bilateral weapons inspection regime. The lesson of MAD: both sides developed more weapons than necessary, certainly more than enough to obliterate the enemy in the event that it is the victim of a preemptive first strike.
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The spread of Communism and the influence of the Soviet Union meant that the U.S.-Soviet confrontation played itself out in various theatres. For example, the Cuban Missile Crisis arose out of mutual distrust between the nations and a Cuban-Soviet common enemy in the United States. One of the aggravating reasons for Cuban mistrust of the United States was the American war against Communism, one of the driving reasons for Cuba to ally with the Soviet Union. Thus, the United States was entirely unwilling to deal respectfully with Cuba due to its Communist control and the fact that Cuba is situated so close to its own territory; rather, the Bay of Pigs invasion and Operation Mongoose illustrated the United States' attempt to overthrow the Cuban government. By contrast, the Soviet Union's influence and missiles forced the United States to show the Soviet 64 Dakota Rudesill, Regulating Tactical Nuclear Weapons 101 GEO. L.J. (forthcoming 2013), available at http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/Delivery.cfm/SSRN_ID2166184_code697833.pdf?abstractid=2166184&mir id=2 (positing that a nuclear weapon treaty that includes ongoing monitoring of TNWs, i.e., that is not limited to long-range strategic nuclear warheads ("SNWs") that do not require a delivery vehicle (DV), can move the parties from MAD to mutually-assured security ("MAS"); also suggesting that the advent of globalization implies that any nuclear weapon use has strategic effects). 65 The five nuclear powers at the height of the Cold War had stockpiled 70,000 nuclear weapons; that number has now come down to 27,000. Kathleen Sutcliffe, The Growing Nuclear Club, COUNCIL ON FOREIGN RELATIONS BACKGROUNDER (November 17, 2006), available at http://www.cfr.org/proliferation/growing-nuclear-club/p12050. 66 
Treaty Between The United States Of America And The Russian Federation On Measures For The Further Reduction And Limitation Of Strategic
Offensive Arms, U.S.-RUSS., April 8, 2010, available at http://www.state.gov/t/avc/nedstart/c44126.htm. 67 This was itself a violation of the NPT which provides, in part, that the "maintenance of international peace and security are to be promoted with the least diversion for armaments of the world's human and economic resources." NPT, supra note 33, at pmbl. (emphasis added). Obviously, the stockpiling and now reduction of nuclear weapons diverted from other compelling human needs, such as the provision of shelter, adequate food and water.
Union some respect, in spite of its Communist leanings. Similarly, Iran's recent rhetoric in response to years of back-and-forth indicate its belief that talking is useless unless the United States is willing to deal with Iran respectfully. Biden's recent invitation to negotiate directly can be interpreted as an attempt to do so; the fact that it was not received favorably is suspect. Similarly, as pointed out in I.C. supra, Iran's claim that inspections would be intrusive is also suspect as it has previously and routinely allowed IAEA inspections.
The experience of North Korea's intransigence similarly demonstrates the effects of a nation's imposed isolation. Due to Communist incursions in the north during the Korean War, the United States sided with South Korea and has attempted to isolate the north. Again, North Korea's development of nuclear weapons can be seen as consistent with its desire for respect on the world stage. This explains why it continued to conduct nuclear tests on February 12, 2013 even in the face of the potential loss of its only remaining major ally, China. Indeed, after reports emerged that China and the United States had agreed to draft a Security Council resolution authorizing sanctions against North Korea for doing so, 68 the latter decided to further aggravate the situation. Avowedly in response to U.S.-South Korean joint military drills that it claims to interpret as preparation for battle, Pyongyang threatened to cancel the 1953 armistice that ended the Korean War on March 11, 2013 and to launch "surgical strikes at any time" to unify the Korean peninsula. 69 The message is clear: if the West won't respect us because of our political leanings -in this case Communist, just like Cuba -then we will make them respect us by instilling fear of a nuclear holocaust.
If history is any lesson, then a solution that does not take Tehran seriously is unlikely to pass muster. If the P5+1 are serious about advancing the ball, 70 70 Due to Iran's "bulimic man" status, it is unclear whether the P5+1 need to be serious about this. If a worst-case scenario is employed, then Iran is close to developing nuclear weapons and should be stopped. However, Iran has not yet committed any major strike against the United States or its allies. If the United States is willing to await such a strike and wishes to respond proportionally, there is precedent for its striking at "the main danger," i.e., nuclear development facilities. Professor Maggs characterizes an Article 51 self-defense attack on Iran's nuclear development facilities as legal if they are proportional to strike at "the main danger" after a conventional armed attack -which can be no more than a routine border skirmish -has occurred. See Gregory E. in the same way as they would one another. In this regard, they must view Iran as not just another former imperial colony valuable only because of its oil reserves and strategic geographic location. Iran is a modern state with avowedly theocratic leanings, but with the potential of one day developing into a true democracy just as any European state might. The twist is that MAD might not work with Iran: the regime, due to its religion-based aspirations, looks forward to annihilation and might not be deterred by threats of an American preventive first-strike nuclear attack.
III.
A Way Forward?
A. Salient Solutions
To mitigate IAEA concerns, Ahmadinejad has vowed to limit uranium enrichment to 20% if the international community will agree to supply Iran's necessary nuclear material. 71 Additionally, Foreign Minister Ali Akbar Salehi has seized upon the Additional Protocol as a potential solution.
72 Former Iranian nuclear negotiator Seyed Hossein Mousavian proposes that focus be re-directed entirely from the NPT to the fatwa issued by Ayatollah Khamenei in 2003 banning nuclear weapons and weapons of mass destruction. 73 As Foreign Minister Salehi has indicated Iran's willingness to translate this into a secular document that binds it to the fatwa, this might offer one solution. For example, it may offer the possibility that a non-IAEA team inspect the military site at Parcha instead of the IAEA team, as has been insisted. 74 However, Ambassador Mousavian offers his doubts for a political solution.
75 First, he indicates that the latest proposal to Iran neither recognizes its right to enrich uranium nor offers sanction relief. Additionally, domestic opposition might make commitments by the Ahmadinejad regime beyond the NPT and Additional Protocol politically CIA and the killing of a U.S. service member, and 2. the U.S. invasion of Iraq in 2003 based on routine Iraqi missile attacks following the 1993 cease-fire in the aftermath of Kuwait's liberation). However, the precedent is itself questionable and responding to a conventional strike in this manner might also turn the conflict into a nuclear war if Iran has already developed nuclear weapons as well as the ability to conceal them. Recall that if we are correctly characterizing Iran as "bulimic man," then we can only guess at its abilities. 71 untenable.
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More realistically, one of the NPT's purposes appears to be to convince non-nuclear weapon states to limit their interests to the peaceful development of nuclear technology. The incentive is that nuclear powers will share their nuclear energy technology know-how. However, once a nation signs onto the NPT its obligations are also clear: comply in good faith with IAEA inspectors in accordance with its safeguards agreement. The fact that Iran might be pursuing, or is even interested in learning how to pursue, nuclear weapons is not a new concept. For example, India and Pakistan never signed the NPT, and both now claim to have developed nuclear weapons. This situation led to alarm in the 1990's and the threat of sanctions; however, little materialized, other than two new members in the nuclear arms club. The difference in Iran's case is that it did sign the NPT. On this basis, only two responsible ways forward exist, as the ongoing stalemate of disagreement with regard to whether the IAEA is satisfied with Iran's level of cooperation will only lead to more frustration and tough words.
First, Iran can withdraw from the NPT 77 if it is determined to pursue nuclear weapons or to becoming nuclear-capable. The NPT's architecture allows parties to withdraw under the terms of Article 10 "if it decides that extraordinary events, related to the subject matter of this Treaty, have jeopardized the supreme interests of its country." 78 Second, Iran can hope to enter into a "side agreement" with the P5+1 establishing that it will entirely abandon its own pursuit of nuclear weapons -including research -and will open itself up to more exhaustive IAEA inspections. In exchange, the NPT nuclear parties would need to be willing to share their nuclear weapons technology and know-how. The Article 8 mechanism allows amendments, though it does not specify if a party-specific side agreement was envisioned. 79 Whether the variance is characterized as an amendment or a side agreement, the P5+1 arguably have a duty of good faith to consider this as they further the ultimate goal of a treaty on "general and complete disarmament under strict and effective international control." 80 likely already have the ability to develop nuclear weapons, as their national security interests require them to be able to evaluate threats from potential foes and project their own capabilities.
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The way forward, then, depends on Iran's present ability to develop nuclear weapons and the P5+1's willingness to share nuclear weapons technology with it. The question of Iran's -or any other nation's -intentions should not be understimated: it is highly unlikely that any nation would not be interested in at least acquiring the ability to weaponize nuclear technology 83 as this is commonly considered a strong bargaining chip in economic talks. 84 In fact, one lesson learned from nonproliferation talks with Syria, Iraq, Libya, India, Pakistan, Iran and North Korea is that nuclear weapons talk, as do the threats they pose. The regimes in Libya and Iraq garnered interest in part due to their weapons programs, although this interest was quickly replaced after these programs were dismantled; i.e., once it was clear that they could not use them against Western interests. Syria has similarly been subjected to pressure through Western support of opposition forces. By contrast, the leaders of India, Pakistan, and North Korea have directed their nations to incur sanctions -some effective and some notbut still remain. We appear to be saying that we will leave rising nuclear weapon states alone if they already have at least one nuclear weapon or if they give us business. The embedded assumption in doing so is that a (describing the non-nuclear but nuclear-capable states: Australia, Canada, Germany, Japan, and the Netherlands). 82 Id. 83 The counterexample of the former Soviet bloc states that gave up their nuclear weapons is not entirely applicable here as those newly-created states were simultaneously faced with the more daunting challenge of keeping these weapons out of the hands of unidentified -or worse, terrorist -organizations that might unwittingly start a surprise nuclear attack. Instead, Ukraine, Kazakhstan and Belarus transferred their nuclear arsenals to the Russian Federation. The exception is Libya because multilateral sanctions crippled it sufficiently to force it to declare that it had changed its mind and no longer wanted nuclear weapons. However, the fact that Muammar Gaddafi was replaced implies that a watchful Iran would try even harder to distant itself, for example by rejecting even the idea of holding talks at the outset and blaming its opponent. As it turns out, this is precisely the path that Iran has taken in claiming that talks are senseless because the United States is violating a basic precept of negotiations -respect. , that the NPT's deterrent effect has been weakened by the failure of recent sanctions against North Korea, Iran, India and Pakistan to disincentivize these nations from pursuing nuclear weapons; observing counter-examples of more aggressive sanctions that delayed India's nuclear program for twenty-four years; describing strong economic sanctions, the implicit threat of force with Saddam Hussein's capture as precedent, and effective intelligence-gathering as sufficient to convince Libya to dismantle its program and Iraq to allow comprehensive inspections; and suggesting that proliferation detection needs to be strengthened through a Security Council resolution imposing the Additional Protocol's inspection requirements, and by adding incentives to ensure that sanctions are aggressive enough to deter existing and would-be violators.). nation with a strong economy would not want to disrupt its trade relations with a war. The question of whether the Security Council should demand more from these nations appears to be motivated by trade relations and by the fact that military action could trigger a pre-emptive nuclear attack. This is the category in which Iran would like to belong -a nation "respected." The means it employs is to be vague about its nuclear abilities, such that we might fear the worst.
If Iran is far enough along to develop its own arsenal or even just one nuclear weapon and wishes to keep it and continue its weapons program, then it should leave NPT, as its present membership is a farce in light of the NPT's stated purposes of nuclear disarmament and transparency. 85 However, if it is not far along enough to develop even one weapon and genuinely prefers to only learn how to weaponize an enriched stockpile, then the NPT's duty to negotiate in "good faith" 86 imposes an obligation on all NPT parties -led by the P5+1 -to consider sharing their nuclear weaponization know-how with Iran. It boils down to a question of trust that the Iranian regime would not then turn around and initiate a nuclear war that would likely engulf itself and others. Iran's long history of cooperation with IAEA inspectors lends hope that it will opt to benefit itself and the international community by becoming nuclear-capable.
B. Limitations
If Iran were to propose either solution, it would reveal its existing abilities, which is a tactical failure for a nation that sources its respect on the world stage at least in part to the vagueness of its weapons potential; again, this is one of the defining characteristics of a bulimic man. Moreover, the likelihood exists that the P5+1 would not accept either of these solutions, particularly as one option requires them to divulge safeguarded nuclear weapons secrets. However, if the P5+1 are amenable to the second option, then they are obligated to propose this as a good faith means for advancing talks. Beyond resolving the current stalemate, this solution would also show Iran that it is being respected by being welcome to the coveted "nuclear club." Thus, it might serve as a long-term solution given that Iran is likely to develop a nuclear weapon in the next few years in any case.
A further complication may be that Iran has already calculated that a demeanor of cooperation as an NPT member is a better bargaining chip than revealing its hand entirely. In other words, the Iranian leadership might prefer the stalemate in spite of sanctions that hurt mainly its people regardless of whether it is actually pursuing nuclear weapons at all; this is possible based on its religion-based confrontational stance that prefers to antagonize the West and aims to annihilate it.
Conclusion
What can we expect next? On the one hand, Iran has determined that it has a right to nuclear technology and -likely -weapons. On the other hand, the Obama Administration has invested resources and rhetoric into "engaging" Iran such that it must show results. 87 The nature of American diplomacy indicates that Iran's demands for even-footed respect in negotiations are likely to be unmet if the United States does not wish to be perceived as "soft" on a state sponsor of terrorism.
If U.S.-Iranian competing interests are determined to be irreconcilable, a U.S.-led coalition strike on Iran's nuclear sites is not out of the question though it would be inconsistent with Obama's first term foreign policy. 88 To accomplish this, the United States would have to violate international law's limits on the use of force if it wished to initiate a preventive strike. Still, the very fact that Biden reached out to Iran so soon after the 2012 elections indicates that a change in tide might be possible. Specifically, although the Obama Administration might have aimed to act consistent with international law in its first term, it might choose to be more creative in its second term in an effort to deal with regimes that have long been suspected of sponsoring terror and more immediately threatening our regional allies, especially Israel. As in the case of the George W. Bush administration's pursuit of an Iraq invasion, Obama would have precedent in doing so even though no imminent strike is expected. 89 In essence, Obama might be willing to strike at "bulimic man." If this occurs, strikes would likely enlist the help of aerial drones in keeping with their increased use by the Obama Administration, though only if they can ensure limited collateral damage so as to be proportional to the threats posed by the existence of nuclear weapons sites and Iran's suspected ties to groups like Hezbollah and Al Qaeda. 90 However, the threat posed by a tough-talking Iran might not be much different than that by nuclear-armed North Korea; the only difference is that Iran does not clearly possess nuclear weapons yet. It stands to reason that if the United States did not preemptively strike against a nuclear weapon-pursuing North Korea, then it cannot justify striking Iran. 91 Although the aforementioned "solutions" relate to how the parties might avoid a confrontation at all, in the event that coalition forces -or the United States or Israel unilaterally -decide to destroy Iran's nuclear technology sites, our next concern will be how to avoid an all-out war. This doomsday scenario is unfortunate, as even such supposed arch-enemies as Israelis and Iranians have the capacity to be compassionate and peaceful in the spirit of brotherhood 92 despite their leaders' provocative war-gaming. With hope and time, the proposed solutions of offering Iran an option to leave the NPT, or to abandon its nuclear weapons program in favor of becoming a nuclear-capable state, will perhaps be able to further the cause of world peace.
